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PREFACE 


g  e  n  era! 
a  cJ  e  t  a  i  1  >?  cl 
ar  a  is 


apei  provides  an  hi  at  or  ical  summar  ■  and  ana  1  -  s  i  a  of 
rial  T  e  s  t  i-i  ri  d  E  v  a  1  u  a  t  i  o  n  t  u  T  A.  E  >  o  r  g  a  n  i  z  a  1  i  o  n  i  n 
r  Command  'SAC).  -  Chapter  One  presents  a  general 
to  the  research  study.  In  Chapter  Two ,  a  detailed 
hoia  SAC  has  conducted  OTi'.E  through  the  /ears  is 
h-apter  Three  looks  at  current  Test  arid  Evaluation 
lions  and  how  SAC  adheres  to  the  intent  of  the 
Chapter  Four  provides  a  current  organizational 
t  h  e  two  iti  a  in  agencies  ac  t  i  v  e  1  y  i  n  v  o  1  v  e  d  in  conduct  i  n  g 
eputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  <XP> ,  and  the  Deputy 
ff,  Operations  (DO).  Chapter  Five  provides  an 
ary.  Chapter  Six  presents  findings  and  conclusions, 
pter  Seven  provides  recommendations  based  on  data 
h e  i  n  f  or  ma  t  i  on  pr  ov  i  de d  i  s  an  a  1 1  emp  t  to  c  1  ar  i  f  y  wh y 
agr.en  ted  in  providing  a  credible  OT&E  program.  This 
a  1  1 -encompass i ng  and  i s  on  1  y  the  beg i nn i ng  step  i n 
ssible  ma/s  of  el iminating  the  redundancy  and 
that  e.ists  i  n  the  present  structure.  The  author 
cl<  now  1  edges  the  help  given  by  so  many  in  putting  this 
er  .  Special  thanks  go  to  Lt  Col  Fred  Off  ho  I  ter  , 
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'insights  into  tomorrow' 


Part  of  our  College  mission  is  distribution  of  the 
students’  problem  solving  products  to  Dol) 
sponsors  and  other  interested  agencies  to 
enhance  insight  into  contemporary,  defense 
related  issues.  While  the  College  has  accepted  this 
product  as  meeting  academic  requirements  for 
graduation,  the  views  and  opinions  expressed  or 
implied  are  solely  those  of  the  author  and  should 
not  be  construed  as  carrying  official  sanction. 


REPORT  NUMBER  85-790 

AUTHOR(S)  MAJOR  ALBERT  A.  FAL.CIONE,  USAF 

'PT'PT  y  MANAGEMENT  OF  OPERATIONAL  TEST 

AND  EVALUATION  ( OT&E)  IN 
STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

I.  Purpose :  To  determine  i f  the  present  decentralized  OT&E 
organization  is  efficient  and  conducive  to  the  impartiality 
necessary  for  objective  weapon  system  assessment  d  reporting. 

II.  Pr  obi  em :  Although  the  weapon  acquisition  pro-re  :s  has  made 

significant  improvements  recently,  serious  deficiencies  i  n  the 
Testing  and  Evaluation  (T&E)  of  the  weapons  the  Air  Force 
acquire?,  still  exist.  As  presently  structured,  the  conduct  of 
OT-hF  •  n  SAC  is  fragmented  with  no  fewer  than  17  organizations 
participating  in  some  area  of  the  testing  process.  This  study 
analyzes  whether  SAC  methodology  in  performing  QT&E  is  a  solution 
to  the  rr  obi  em .  or  whether  i  t  merely  i exacerbating  an  already 
inefficient  system. 


T  IJ.  Data:  Since  1970,  there  has  been  a  concerted  effort  within 
the  Air  Force  to  organize  OT&F  so  it  can  provide  cost-effective 
arid  r  e!  .  able  weapon  systems.  Management  of  comp  1  ex  OYf.E  programs 
were  fragmented  among  the  operational  commands  which  resulted  in 
no  one  having  the  author  i  ty  to  speak  on  end  develop  overall  OT&E 
po* icy  for  the  Air  Force.  In  *n  attempt  to  favorably  resolve  the 
■  '  u  e  ,  MA-JCOMs  were  tasked  to  reorganize.  SAC.  in  house 
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established  in  1972.  This  new  organization,  however,  was 
b  a.  s  i  c  a  1  1  y  p  ow  e  r  1  ess  as  it  had  a  voice  only  in  OT&E  matters  that 
pertained  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Sta.f  f/Oper  at  i  ons  . 

A  power  struggle  among  the  >'P,  DO,  and  BM  was  the  primary 
reason  SAC  did  net  centrally  organize.  The  consensus  was  that 
such  an  organization  would  be  best;  however,  all  three  looked  at 
the  ordeal  as  a  zero-sum  game,  and  as  a  result,  the  logical 
course  of  action  to  centrally  organize  never  materialized.  SAC 
did  .lot  want  to  change  the  present  way  of  conducting  OT&E; 
nevertheless,  it  was  faced  with  the  dilemma  of  not  complying  with 
current  Air  Force  directives  (AFR  80-14,  AFM  55-43)  if  they  chose 
to  maintain  the  status  quo.  Shortly  after  the  establi shme  n  t  of 
the  Air  Force  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  Center  (AFOTEC), 

SAC  took  action  which  undermined  the  four  previous  years  of 
attempts  a*:  reorganization.  DOC*  was  disbanded  as  a  directorate. 

S  t i 1  under  pressure  to  establish  a  SAC  focal  point  for  all  SAC 
OT&E  ,  D  0  Ci*  J  was  officially  listed  as  the  the  SAC  point  of  contact. 
This  nrw  division  met  the  requirement  of  the  regulation,  but  had 
no  defined  responsibilities  and  authority.  In  essence,  SAC  OT&E 
organization  in  1976  differed  little  from  the  inefficient  system 
first  identified  in  1970.  There  is  no  appreciable  difference 
from  the  way  SAC  conducts  OT&E  today  than  the  way  it  was 
a  c  c  emp  •  i  .  r.  e  d  i  ••  1  9 76  . 

Con  elusions:  As  presently  structured,  the  conduct  of  UT&E 
ir  6  t  r  a  t  eg i c  Air  Command  remains  the  fragmented  organization 
'  1  i  v  t  i den t i  f i ed  i n  1 97G .  The  numerous  organ i zat i ons 
car*  i c  i p  a  t i  1 1  g  in  oT&E  and  the  lack  of  a  decision-making  agency  to 
*  *•  ‘he  entire  program  males  the  OT&E  process  inefficient. 

I  t'  a  e  .<  i  t  i  r.  <  |  tern  i  s  urn:  ooi  d  i  n  a  t  e  d  in  ob  j  ective  , 

esp 1  r,  i  i  i  !  •  ,  pi  arm  i  ng  ,  test  i  n  g  ,  and  reporting.  t  f  t  i  c  i  enc  y  and 

e  t  f  a<;  t  .  v  ene  i  s  wer  e  sacrificed  at  the  expense  of  retaining  power  , 
r  on  *f  w  ,  ano  ;>r  g«  n  i  z  a  t  i  on  a  1  integrity. 

■ ;  ,  Re  cowmen da t  on  &  i  Jl&E  is  only  one  part  of  a  dynamic  system 
r:  on  •  i  or  t  ptolvss.  It  requires  constant,  review  and  the 
ette  *  i.ii  of  OT&E  manager  s  at  all  levels  to  ensure  that  it  is 
opt’irw:  i  .  per  f  ur  med .  Change-  from  the  present  wa  of  doing  OT&E 
at  :,AC  ion  be  pur  sued  because  it  is  in  tie  best  interest  of  the 
Air  for  -  .  To  begin  with,  the  Aircraft  and  Weapons  Test  Division 

c-(  ltd  t>~  '  "  ■  ;  s  t  a  t  f-  d  os  a  directorate.  Th  is  change  will  give 

ci  ulit  -<nd  p  est  i  ge  to  an  organization  that  is  supposed 
*  •’  r"  1  '-mi  f  i.  r  ,  I  point  for  OT&E.  A  second  option  is  for  the 
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DC  S,  'Op  e  r  5  t  i  on  s  t  o  c  on  sol  1  date  a  1  1  it;  f  e  =•  t  1  n  9  a.c  f  1  1 1  1  t  1  e  s  o  t 
ti  51.  .1  or  systems  under  the  new  directorate.  A  third  a  I  t  e  r-  n  a  t  1  "  e 
includes  1  n  c  or  p  orating  DCS/ PI  ans  I  CBM  test  1  n  9  m  s  th  DC:  l  CFi 1 
t  e  •=  t  1  r,  Q  under  the  proposed  new  directorate.  I  r<  th  1  e  .  a-e  *  h 
:i  1  '  actor  ate  wou  1  d  be  under  the  supervision  of  Sc  1  e  n  e  and 
f-  e  ear  c  h  ( NR  '•  .  F  1  n  a  1  1  .  ,  the  last  op  1 1  on  hcij  I  d  be  !  hi 
e  •:  t  a  to  1  1  shmen  t  of  a  central  1  -  organised  0  Id  F  -ger-  nnrje,  t>,,. 

•  'j  t  h  or  1  t  y  o f  the  SA C  C h  1  e  f  o  +  S  t  a. f  f  . 


Chapter  Une 


INTRODUCTION 


BACKGROUND  OF  PROBLEM 

;  here  ha-' e  been  great  strides  toward  improvement  in  the  Tes  t 
and  E1  •  a  1  u  a  *  i  on  vT&E)  o-t  the  weapon  system  acquisition  process  in 
r  i'CiTi  t  year's;  however  ,  significant  problems  still  remain.  The 
be  ner  a  !  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  reported  in  1983, "...the  U.S.  is 
c  r  a  J-.1 ..  .  n  g  billions  of  dollars  worth  of  weapons  without  knowing 
whetner  the/  can  do  the  job  because  they  have  not  been  adequately 
testr-ci "  ( 2 ;  1  The  problem  was  more  dramatically  stated  by  Dr  . 
John  3,  Foster,  Jr.,  Director  of  Defense  Research  and 
Erq'rieer  ing,  in  August  1969,  “Our  past  and  present  methods  of 
acquiring  weapons  have  lost  us  the  confidence  of  the  public  and 
ire  threatening  our  country's  future  security.  Unless  we  change 
our  practices  drastically,  our  future  ability  to  deter  war  and 
fight  can  be  seriously  jeopardized"  (30:1). 

If  one  looks  further  back  into  the  history  of  the 
acquisition  process  he  sees  that  time  and  time  again  the  Air 
Fo‘-'.e  is  brought  to  task  for  its  organization  and  ability  to 
efficiently  conduct  test  and  evaluation.  As  early  as  1934 
r  a  t  ar  y  of  War  Baker  recommended  the  Air  Corps  establish  a 
separate  branch  for  research  and  flight  testing"  (31:2). 

The  importance  of  testing  and  evaluation  in  the  weapon 
.  ;  ■  *  '  t  i  on  process  is  not  in  question.  The  criticism  borne  by 

■re  i->  r  Force  for  fi  ft/  years  is  not  one  of  do  we  need  i  t  or  not, 

out  j  question  of,  can  we  do  it  better0  The  Air  Force  has  made 

ir  jrii  i.  1 1 :  moves  to  improve  the  system  by  establ  ising  an 

independent  test  agency,  now  called  the  Air  Force  Operational 
fast  and  Evaluation  Center  (AFOTEC).  However,  with  the  advent  of 
technological  I  >  soph i s t i c  a ' ed  mu  1  t i ~m Ml  ion  dollar  weapon  systems 
the  T&E  business  •  s  more  complex  than  ever.  No  one  agency,  such 
as  AFOTEC,  cat)  be  expected  to  carry  the  burden  to  ensure  the 
successful  transi  t  t  on  of  a  weapon  system  from  acquisition  to 
s  t  oc  k  p  i  1  e  to  target. 

The  using  command  has  beer  gwen  greater  autonomy  in 
f’-'elopment  Test  and  Evaluation  iDF&E),  and  Operational  Test  and 
E"  a  I  v  a  t  i  on  '0T&E>  'if  weapon  systems  which  they  have  been 
as  qi  e  ij .  The  de  *  et  rr.  •  i .  a  t  •  or,  r>  f  op  e  r  a  t  i  on  a  I  capabi  1  i  tv  •  s  the 
■:  •  'J  *  :<'  A  r  esp  o?  ;  L  i  ■  *  .  f  t  he  .  ,IU  ■■  orrim  a :  i  a  s  i  nee  M  i  s  the 


Per'  form  i  nq  fi  T  r  E  on  a  maj  o<  scalp  has  i  ncrfaj.pd  wh  e  n  compared  to 
the  man  -ye  »r  s  t  u  d »-  addressed  in  the  prev  <  ous  chap  *  a  r  ,  SACR  “55-57 
:s  designed  to  s  t  mp  1  ify  the  testing  process  end  cove-  guidance  to 
the  organizations  performing  QT&E.  However,  it  also  reaffirms 
that  there  is  no  one  agency  responsible  for  OT&E .  A  quick  glance 
at  the  above  data  shows  that  both  the  XP  and  DO  coo,:jiii  ties 
perform  I GT&E ,  GOT &E  ,  and  FOT&E  on  various  op  or.  ••  •  •  ferns  and 

5  i.j  b  s  y  s  t  e  m  s  . 


mar  -  k  •  ijiuti  i  i  O  i  !  i  t  >  (  OPR  >  is  t  he  A  i  i  cr  a.  f  i 

-  -  !  i t  Cm  si  on  (L>0'JA>.  Trie  major  thrust  of  mis 

to  c  t  ar  i  f  >■  wh  t  organ  i  ?*t  i  on  is  i-nponsi  bl  e  t  or 

y  »  p  ar  *.  i  c  j  I  ai  t  >■  pe  of  01  &t  -  Be  1  ow  i  s  a  synop  s  i  i  <j  + 

c  tora  tes  con  due  ting  GT&E  as  depicted  in  SAC  ft  55-  5_'  i 

f-C  conducts  OT&E  of  communication  systems,  subsystems  , 
r  "i ■  >■  ,  t  •;  *ci  vi  _i 1  r  i  q  \  oivuri an d  r  ommu n  i  c  a  t  i  of \  s /  s  1 1  m  :  . 

C»E  cot i dec  t  s  u  1  it  of  base  far  i  !  i  ties,  including 
ting  equ  :  omen  t  ,  and  off-base  I  CBM  Re  a  i  Property 
b  Equ  i  pint-  nt  . 

;)0C  con  due  ts/suppor  t  s  I  OT&t ,  and  conducts  FOT&E  of 
.ontrol  systems,  sub-systems,  and  equipment  to  include 

f  > n d  hoc  t  . 

;'■* -_Ki  .  o.-|  .me  i  ~  i  0  I  o  ti  o  t  a  •  i  u"  »  .  t  arid  a  i  i  oci  fie  missile 

i.i  c  ;  tar  arid  >.  onv  e  n  t  i  on  a  1  gray  i  ty  weapons,  related 

i  t  oi  ■  .  or.  v  r  I  '  e ! ease  systems,  and  Electronic 
sacures  \  ECM  >  equipment  for  aircraft  in  the  operational 

D'jf-1  loii ducts  FOT&E/  Gual  i+ication  Test  and  Evaluation 
and  yfn  t  i  cut  ion  testing  of  I  CBM  weapon  systems, 
eiris,  and  equipment. 

DOT  conducts  0T1-E  of  radar  bomb  scoring  systems  and 
..  0  ’  ••  A.,duc  t  •  ;  r  ■  j  >  ci  to  I0T&H  and  F07&E  of  aircraft 

-J.  *  i  ■  r  •,  /  r  t  t'ia  :  - 

I  P'-i  cor.  -net-  Oi&fc  o',  AGE  when  separate  from  major 
h  ■'l'<  -  stem  c  subsystem  tJT&E  . 
l  G1  I  conducts  OT&E  of  munitions  AGE  when  separate  from 
.  art  weapon  system  or  subs -stem  OT&E. 
wGy  serves  as  the  single  point  of  contact  wi  thin  the  IG 
Ui&t  t  as!  ings  and  reporting  upon  request. 

■■  p .  i  de  :  opera,  t  tonal  analysis  support  to  SAC  lest 
,  .  S',  stems  supported  by  NR  for  OT&E  include  aircraft, 

•  I  .  c  t .  ■■  s  ,  airborne  missiles,  command  control  and 

f  .  gr  a i  i  t  -  weapons  and  i  CBMs  . 

::,JP  '  s  Oi&E  of  security  systems .  sub-  systems ,  and 

i  ■  .  b'i'&E  of  Space  Curve  i  1  lance  and  liissi  1  e 

i  t  .  .iiS  ■  e q  u  i  (j.  ie f 1 1  . 

PF  condo,  t?  IGl&fc.  or  r  e  or.  na  i  seance  systems  .  Serves  as 
.  -  con  <  or  P i  r-  A t  os  required  by  AFP  80-38. 

■  •  .  c-r.bu :  *  ;  Sf.  of-  aircraft,  except  command  control 

-f-  f  -  •  i  bo  i  r.t  i  unfunj  posts  and  airborne  missile 
•.  Ttfi.i  ■*•/•.  l  d  ■  r  JiJTvE  t  nuclear  and  conventional 
.•  1 .  ,•>  1  f  »>  aft  .non  >  t  or/conti  o!  and  r  el  ease 

'i  id  fc-i  ' :  ?tji.  i  pnr  e.  f  f  oi  ;  .  r  r  r  a  f  t  in  the  operational 

■  .  Co;,  din:  t  -  l  <">'&(-  a  .-j  Fr'jf&E  of  1  ife  support  systems  , 

?  dt  i  1  r  a  *  *  j  iv .  1  i.  :  •_  . 

•  PG  condu.  *•  -  f  ' .  <  M  OC'b&E  of  l  CBM  weapon  systems, 

rr> c  .  and  e  q  u  i  ; : .  n  e  r-  *  i  ?  :  1 


ti  -  c  f  t?.i-  a  i .  <  "e  dot,,  suggests  that  the  bulk  of  the 
■J  a  ‘  ....  :  ‘  i  1  l  per  *  >_,!  rried  by  DC  S/  P  i  an  s  and 

Gov*  .'*■  t  ».c  rwrrt  »•-  of  dirg.;  torates  actual  1> 
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AFR  90-14 


tVfR  80-14  stales  that  ther  e  are  two  kinds  ot  l>«G  in  the 
system  acquisi  t  i  on  process:  Development  Test  and  rval  uat  i  on 
l-'T  fv.fi'  ,  arid  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (OTt.Et.  Either  one 
can  he  performed  during  any  phase  of  the  1 ife  cycle  of  the  weapon 
system  or  subsystem.  DT&E  is  conducted  to  confirm  that 
engineer  i  •-  g  design  ?od  development  is  comp  lets  and  the  weapon 
1  •  p  as  :  t  was  designed  The  system  de  5  i  d  i  r  tested 

~rfi  "a  1  u  a  t  n  against  engineering  and  performance  ••  i1?-  a  the 

■  7' .  1  >v'i *■  i  r  a  conrnanc!  soar,  i  f  i  es  <  /l 2  :  d'>  .  1  *■  appe  i- 1  e r  of 

•.  s  =  - c<  ~  1 .  n  'in  f  fiii  s  tvpe  of  1  e-  •.  •  i  ■.  ■  ■.  ,  1  ' 

:.if  own  '  a  i  vi  :  r.  *>j  study,,  Dn  ;or  aorme  1  ar  c  t  *  •  •  ••  re o!  'red 

*  *  ■  s 

AhK .  dy-_  a  i  so  says  that  0  i  &G  s  to  be  r.-er  for  tw  h  in  as 

r  a  -  ’  i  ■  i  a  s.  t  u  a  t  i  on  as  possible  .  It  is  dr.  ’-e  to  h?  *e<  mi  ne  •< 

s.  *  *  * ‘  •"  1  '  1  .•  i  I  e  ■  .  *  '  r i  e  -  .  •  p*  a  i  a  *  ■  .  ■ ! .  •  1  ■  "  >■  .  art  d 

.if  *  '  c  i  e p ,  is  .  To  led  this  so  *  ••  :  '  :  •  u !  •■  t.  i  or, 

v  o  c  ,  .  r.  'ii  ‘  :/!  &E  uses  cer  sonne  i  wi  th  •  h  ■  •  •  <•••  r,  ■  of  b.  iMs 

t  i  a  1  •  "  as  - 1 1 o s i-i  1  ;  <r >  •  • 

s .  •  i i i  wh (■  n  df  p  ...  -*ei :  ,  i  ■  •  ,  ....  ,  ■■■,  *  ,  on 

I  ■  y  ■  r  .  i,  '  I  npr-a  I  V-  H,  y  .  ,U  "  •-•<  ■  1  ;  •  ,  'i  S  that 

■ .  -  *  •  o  OEc-  A-  -  :  or.  c  c  ‘  ■  '•  ■  the  •»•••  •  •  n  .  However  , 
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Chapter  Three 


OT&E  REGULATIONS 


DQDO  DOCUMENTS 

u,f  SaC  OTl£  historical  background  complete,  it  is  now 
ocss  idle  to  look  at  the  present  SAC  organization  and  return  to 
hr  r.-oace  as  to  whether  OT&E  is  being  efficiently  and 
c  f  a  c  t  ivel  y  con  ducted.  Th  i  s  se  c  t  i  on  will  anal  yze  OT&E  doc  ume  n  t  s 
ard  how  they  impact  the  current  SAC  testing  organization. 

'Iiere  are  numerous  significant  Testing  and  Evaluation  (T&E) 
documents.  DODD  5000 . 1  explains  the  role  of  T&E,  "Test  and 
?  v  !  u  a  t  i  on  shall  commence  as  early  as  possible  ,  ...the  most 
reai  >  s  ■:  i  c  test  environment  possible  and  an  acceptable 
representation  of  future  operational  system  will  be  used  in  the 
.  ;•  c  i  -  q  ■■  (.9:3-1).  DODD  5000 . 3  addresses  independent  OT&E  policy, 
n  each  DOD  component  there  will  be  one  major  field  agency, 
..;.:Tute  and  distinct  from  the  developing  and  procurement  command 
.rd  ,'ran  the  using  command,  which  will  be  responsible  for  0T&.E" 


i he  Navy  had  such  an  organization,  the  Operational  Test  and 
E"  :  ’  u  t  i  on  Force  <  0PTEUF0R )  ,  before  the  1970  SECDEF  memorandum. 

:  i  •  a  •'•my  c  omp  lied  with  the  memo  in  1973  with  the  establishment  of 
t h Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  Agency  (0TEA).  The  Air  Force 
i  :  owed  suit  in  1974  with  the  establ  ishment  of  the  Air  Force 
UDorational  Test  and  Evaluation  Center  (34:9-10).  The  Air  Force 
ran  implemented  DODD  regulations  through  or gan i z a t i on  a  1 
alignments,  AFM  55  43,  and  AFR  80-14.  SACR  55-57  was  written  to 
-oop I  ament  AFR  80-14  and  delineates  the  tasks  and 
responsibilities  in  conducting  OT&E  at  the  MA JC0M  level . 


AFM  55-43 
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•iectiori  C  of  AFri  55-43  states  two  general  responsibilities 
lit  MAJCOM  in  conducting  OT&E,  "Establish  specific  command 
procedures  required  to  implement  AFR  80-14,  AFM  55-43,  and 
associated  Air  Force  regulations;  and  establish  a  c  ommand  OT&E 
focal  point"  (11:3-4).  The  manual  clarifies  these  two 
r.  t  I  p  c  f  i  v  e  s  . 

a'  The  MAJCOM  s,  as  required,  may  establish  specific 
or  1  icier,  command  procedures,  and  gu  i  de  1  ines  necessary  to 
ri.plemen  t  AFR  80-14  and  AFM  55-43.  '(he  command  OT&E  focal  point 


■To 


X 
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is  the  -focal  point  at  SAC  for  OT&E?",  SAC  *hr  ugged  i  t  a  sf'Oulder  5. 

AFP  30-14  was  compl i ed  with  on  18  Ms/  76  when  the  Aircraft 
Test  Division  ( DO  ON )  was  made  the  SAC  focal  point  for  OT&E 
( 24 :  .  However  ,  its  responsibilities  and  authority  were  not 

defined.  The  division  did  not  report  directly  to  the  Chief  of 
Staff;  did  not  attempt  to  conduct  OT&E  that  was  not  within  DQO 
charter;  and  was  not  responsible  for  the  accuracy  and 
acceptability  of  the  planning,  conduct,  and  reporting  of  OT&E 
which  was  not  under  the  purview  of  D00  (33: — ).  Except  for 
defining  additional  responsibilities  through  the  implementation 
of  SACR  55-57,  the  Aircraft  and  Test  Division  war.  the  SAC  test 
focal  point  on  paper  only. 

' n  late  1876,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  asked  the  Defense 
Science  Board  to  determine  if  the  Air  Force  was  doing  too  much 
testing  or  testing  inefficiently.  Dr.  Eugene  Fubini,  the 
chairman  of  the  task  force  making  the  report,  s t a t ed , " . . . 1 1 t t 1 e 
or  no  over  testing  is  being  genera t e d ... t he  so-called  test  and 
evaluation  gap  continues..."  <31:5>. 

The  SAC  GT&E  organization  has  changed  little  since  1876, 
except  for  an  attempt  by  the  DO  in  1883  to  assume  control  of  the 
42'00  Test  Squadron.  However,  the  volume  and  complexity  of  weapon 
testing  has  increased  dramatically.  Although  the  compromise  to 
establish  an  OT&E  focal  point  seemed  to  appease  the  Air  Staff  and 
DOD ,  much  of  the  OT&E  responsibility  is  scattered  throughout  the 
Command.  SAC  OT&E  structure  is  more  fragmented  now  than  it  was 
in  1870.  The  XP  and  DO  have  gone  separate  ways  on  what  and  how 
C'T&E  is  performed. 

A  recent  GAO  study  concluded  that  evaluations  of  weapon 
system  performance  were  "too  fragmented  to  provide  a  coherent  and 
moa.nino-ft.il  picture  of  a  systems  progress"  (1:9-10'.  This  same 
study  proposed  the  establishment  of  an  independent  testing  office 
within  the  Pentagon.  The  new  organization  was  to  have  taken 
charge  in  November  1883,  but  only  recently  has  the  groundwork 
beer  laid  for  its  establishment.  The  reasoning  behind  this 
initiative  is  the  removal  of  a  possible  conflict  of  interest 
between  the  Pentagon  and  the  industry  officials  who  produce  the 
systems  (1:8-10).  Although  this  agency  will  have  little  to  do 
with  MAJOOM  0T&E,  its  establishment  reemphasizes  the  importance 
Congress  places  on  an  impart  <  al  testing  program,  and  secondly,  it 
outs  to  rest  the  notion  that  conduct  of  test  and  evaluation 
p'  oqr  a  ms  are  no  longer  under  scrutiny. 


EMERGENCE  OF  AFOTEC 

Fhe  aboue  information,  and  the  reports  provided  by  other 
operational  commands  to  the  USAF  OT&E  Committee  were  said  by  Air 
butt  to  have  been  the  basis  for  the  Chief  of  Staff's  decision  tc 
torn'  the  Air  Force  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  Center 
< AFuTEO  ■  This  organization  now  gave  the  Air  Force  a  single 
ay.?  nr  v  to  manage  all  major  OT&E  programs  as  originally  directed 
b>  tt'ie  Secretary  of  Defense  in  1971.  Although  AFOTEC  is  the 
responsible  operating  agency  for  OT&E,  the  majority  of  the 
resources  to  conduct  the  tests  come  from  the  using  and  supporting 
commands.  Using  commands  (SAC)  retained  OT&E  responsibilities 
for  non -major  OT&E  programs  and  therefore  should  have  pursued 
SECDEF  direction  to  reorganize  (11:2-3). 


ee  maior  plans  were  proposed  in  late  1 97'4 


final 


a  c  r  e  .up  t 
'■rut  all 
op  t  i  on  b 
Test  and 
Ev  a  1 u  a  t  i 
end  ! CBM 
o  I  lire  i" 
oy  s  t  sms  .. 


to  resolve  the  reorganization  dilemma.  Option  one  was 
OT&E  be  placed  under  the  control  of  a  single  manager; 
wo  was  a  distinct  separation  between  Initial  Operational 
Evaluation  (IOT&E),  and  Follow-on  Operational  Test  and 
on  (FOT&E);  option  three  was  the  separation  of  Aircraft 
QT&E,  In  the  last  option  the  DO  would  conduct  all  OT&E 
aft.  systems  and  the  XP  would  conduct  all  OT&E  of  I  CBM 
_  A! 1  three  plans  apparently  were  never  seriously 
ed  since  no  additional  studies  were  made  to  analyze  their 


o o t  e  n  t i a  1  (35:--). 

The  emergence  of  AFOTEC  solved  the  problem  of  not  having  an 
'  not-pendt' n  t  testing  agency,  but  did  little  to  ensure  the  Services 
wo j 1 d  comply  with  the  original  plans  to  centrally  organize  their 
'.vun  test  activities.  In  early  1975,  the  SAC/CS  advised  the  DO 
UivT:  no  further  actions  were  to  be  pursued  or  implemented  in  the 
ares  of  OT&E  (36:--).  This  was  a  puzzle  in  light  of  the  fact 
':h-'t  the  Service  reorganization  requested  by  the  SECDEF  in  1971 
...ci  still  not  been  complied  with. 

The  SAC/DO  responded  with  surprising  and  unusual  actions  of 
i  s  own.  He  decided  not  to  put  up  the  front  of  complying  with 
(if  80-14  and  i  mme  d  i  a  t  e  1  y  disbanded  DOC).  His  rationale  was  that 
it  SfiL.  was  not  going  to  organize  for  OT&E,  then  he  would  organize 
-for  operations.  D00  and  DOM  Directorates  were  formed,  and  DOT 
us  restructured.  With  the  demise  of  the  Directorate  of  OT&E 
came  the  realization  that  SAC  would  not  comply  with  the  intent  of 
'"he  regulation  (  34 :  -  - )  . 

it  was  noted  at  the  time  "the  disbanding  of  DON  was  a  giant 
lea p  backwards  for  centralized  management  of  OT&E"  (36s--)  . 

ijMCSAC  got  involved  in  December  1V75  when  he  was  informed  of 
-<C  s  non-compliance  with  AFR  80-14.  He  immediately  told  the  XP 
and  DO  to  resolve  their  differences  and  bring  about  a 

or  gan  i  z  a  t  i  on  that  would  comply  with  OT&E  guidance  (23:1).  And 
so,  four  years  after  the  problem  first  surfaced,  SAC  was  still 
onde  ring  over  how  to  solve  it.  Every  time  someone  asked,  "who 


V>  -W- 
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As  a  follow-on  to  the  briefings,  the  Commands  were  asked  by 
the  Air  Staff  Board  to  report  the  number  of  man-days  involved  in 
OT&E,  and  to  identify  the  agencies  in  which  they  were  located. 
The  SAC  report  revealed  that  DOU  accounted  for  37.  of  the  SAC 
total.  Below  is  the  estimated  number  of  man -years  devoted  'a 
OT&.  E  (19:1): 

a.  AIRCRAFT  SYSTEMS;  DO  83,  XP  92,  LG  24,  NR  2 
DCS ,  Operat i ons 

DOV  36 

4201st  Test  Squadron  32 

DOC  6 

DOK  2 

1  CEVG  7 


DCS ,  Plans 
XPF 
XPH 

4200  Test  Squadron 


DCS ,  Log i s  t i c  s 
LGM 
LGCJ 

2MMS/NT I 


Science  and  Research 


Some  <  "J) 
2 
90 


I  CBM  SYSTEMS:  DO  13,  XP  26,  BM  26,  1  ST PAD  809 
DCS ,  Oper  a  t i on s 

DOV  1 2 

DOC  1 


DCS,  Plans 
XF’Q 


1  STRAP 


*  .•  .v  v -yc-- 

-  ,  -V  .  v  •-  • V\  •-  .  ■ 


>.  t.-.,  1  i  t-  t  !  e  mor  e  than  >.P  author  ustion  tor  the  Du  to 

:  i  j  if.'  t :  i .  i  ,  t  tii  own  br  anche  e  under  :mgle  man  age-men  t  . 

■  ;  il.eies.-,  D* •'  1  wc  s  identified  to  the  A  i  r  Stitt  as  the  SAl  0T£  L 
.  .<  !  I .  ■ ■'  I  r,  t  '  O  :  -  •  . 

,  ,--k  >ri  14  i.m  r  _  put' I  i  shed  on  12  May  19/2,  giving  further 
l  t the  'p'  rat  in  ci  commands  on  con  du  f  t  ir.,_i  uTfxE.  It 

.  i,(  1 1  j  1  /  j  t  t , ■  i  e  4  u  i  r  eme  fi  t  tor  the  *  stab  I  i  shine  n  t  of  a  sin  q  I  e 

i-r,  .  t ,  ■  be  :  e  s  p  on  sb  i  I  e  for  all  Of.'bE.  n  SAC  DO  to  x.p  letter 

o-  )  the  Commander's  rOCIMCSAC  1  direction  for  the  '<P 

h  •  ^  3  manpower  team  stud,  the  f  east  bl  i  1  i  t  y  of  ncor  por  at  i  ng 

;  )  ,  -  t  i  r  Missile  E"  a  1  uat  i  on  t  BM  >  into  the  OT&.E  organ  i  zat  i  on 

[  r  ■  he  rear,  time,  the  Chief  of  BM  prepared  a  message  to  the 
•  r  •  i  v  ,  f  or  SAC/CS  release,  inquiring  if  the  e  v  a  1 uat i on  and 
port'ng  of  ICBM  operational  tests  were  considered  OT.bE  under 
P  30-14  ’.7  Although  ICBM  testing  was  the  subject  of 

ecial  treatment  in  the  new  regulation,  with  Joint  Chiefs  of 
a  f  c JCS)  directives  bearing  heavily  upon  the  conduct  and 
porting,  the  Air  Staff  did  not  exclude  missile  testing  from 
:  r  i  g  part  of  the  test  and  evaluation  activities  listed  in  APR 
-14  •.  S :  .  Iri  light  of  this  new  information,  SAC/CS  convened 

t.  t  ■?  r  ,  n  Cl  of  the  senior  staff  to  consider  incorporating  BM  into 
-  'ME  'organization.  Agreement  was  reached  by  all  present, 
oft.  •  for  BM  However  ,  no  additional  steps  were  taken  to  change 
e  :  u  i  r  e  n  t  structure  '17:--). 

i t  wa  a  we  1  I  known  at  the  Air  Staff  that  SAC  had  not  formed  a 
r.  g !  *  OT&E  agenc  y ;  therefore,  SAC  along  with  other  operating 
mm  an  ds  "■)«;  tasked  to  brief  ttie  OT&E  Committee  of  the  Air  Staff 
;•  r  d  on  its-  command  OT&E  program  and  organization  <18:  —  )  . 
guments  again  surfaced  within  the  command  on  what  the  contents 
the  briefing  should  be,  since  anv  briefing  presented  would 
c k  the  information  the  Air  Staff  wanted  to  hear.  The  C'CINC 
de  the  decision  to  brief  what  existed  at  SAC.  No  effort  was 
do  to  cosmetically  transfer  functions  or  manning  to  ac c ommoda t e 
e  or  iefmg.  In  May  1973,  the  briefing  was  given  at  the 
r,t  gon  The  ma  i  or  r  esponsi  bi  1  i  ties  reflected  we  r  e  : 

a,  P  is  responsible  for  all  1 OT L E ,  except  for  ECM , 

b.  '  P  i  a  responsible  for  al  !  OT&E  of  Life  Support 


rn  Equipment. 


r  . 

DO 

is  re  * p  o n  s i b 1 e 

for  a  1  1 

OT&E ,  1 e 

ss  Life  Support, 

I  0  i  o 

if  ECM. 

d  . 

BM 

is  reap  o  n  s  i  b  1  e 

for  the 

e  v a  1  uat  i 

on  of  ballistic 

1  YS  ■■ 

P  . 

NP 

is  re s p on rb i  1 e 

for  Mie 

anal  y  s  i  s 

and  evaluation  of 

_«  *  t  *  = 

terns 

i  . 

4  20  0  Test  and  Eva  1 

u  a  t  i  on 

Squ  adr  on  , 

under  XPH ,  is 

P  0 

-•  -  bl  ? 

f  or 

the  IO'T&E  of  1 1 . 

e  8-1  . 

y  • 

420 

1  Test  Squadron 

,  under 

DOM  ,  i  s 

responsbi 1 e  f o r 

.  t  t.  h  t* 

Sh  or 

t  Range  Attack 

M  i  s  s  i  1  e 

<  SRAM)  . 

hi  . 

1  s  t 

Strategic  Aero 

sp ac  e  D  i  v  i  s i on  i 

s  r  e  sp  on s i b 1 e  f or 

r , -  r  L' e r  t  i  o n s  or  ballistic  missile  UT & E  *'10:4-5'. 


u  I  f  L  1  .»  r  .  I  f  |  t*  .h  p  p  A  l  e  r  ?  I  'z  *  I  j  *L.-i  J  1  >  )  i  I  s  „  f  ■  *  ' 

roi  ter  i  ,  r  c  r  i  k  I  r  •  gh  t  i  .  T  h  o  :  e  i •  ,Ki  r  a-  or  o  > )  p  i  . i  •.  ■  .  <  ,  1 

pointed  out  that  OT&.E  r  3  an  integr  el  par  t  :  ■  ;(,►  - 

process,  and  therefore  •  s  in  the  most  id  an  t  a ge t  p  r,  -  .  ♦  * 

conduct  t  i  me  1  •  and  cost  effective  OT&.E  p  ro.ie  c  t  r;  .  0;  w.e 

hand,  b>  det  i  n  ,  t  i  on  ,  0T4E  pr  ejects  wer  a  to  be  comp  i 

opei  at  i  on  a  1  personnel  .  There  was  node  spread  opinio,;-,  t’  •  •' 

most  close  I  /  fit  the  operational  definition  and  •  ••  •  • 

more  able  t  o  c  orrip  r  eh  e  n  s  i  v  e  1  *  an  d  ob  jec  t  i  ve  !  ■  de  t  e  r  hi  ,  ■ ,  e 

oper  a  t  i  on  a  1  suitability.  The  ShC  ■  DO  stated,  '  Reg.-  •  r  emen  •  .  .  j 

planning  for  weapon  systems  are  rightful  I-  the  -  P  ;n  ai  fer  --  ,■< 
testing  and  operating  the  systems  lies  with  in  oper  <  ’  i  ■ w  ■ 

.i  ur  i  sd  i  c  t  i  on  “  32  :  1  >  .  Never  the  less,  1  e  av  i  no  !  TBl :  -  '  „  *  :  •  •  • 

nrwi  >  proposed  OT&E  organ  i  zat  i  on  *  >  i  olated  the  Da_  p  •  ,  <  *  .,«r 

the  r  e  c  omrne  n  de  d  r  e  or  gan  i  2  a  t  i  on  .  Con  si  det  able  p  at  oc  h  i  a  I  i  =  -n  .no 
♦motion  were  generated  on  both  sides  of  the  consol  id  at  - 
argument.  Apparent  lack  of  guidance  from  'he  mi  i  'id  a  M 
c  omp !  i c  a  t  e  d  the  issue. 

The  matter  was  temporarily  shelved  until  *  June  !>' '1  ,  when  a 
ser  i  es  of  DO  to  XP  letters  called  attention  to  Genet  a  1  P,  an  s 
stated  deadl ine  of  1  July  1971  to  have  OT&E  restructured  and 
under  single  management  within  the  operating  commands: 

I  think  our-  people  have  del  i  berated  sufficiently  on  the 
complexities  of  establishing  a  Directorate  for 
Operational  Test  and  Evaluation.  It  seems  we  are  in 
general  agreement  that  such  an  organization  is 
essential  but  disagree  only  on  the  "hair  splitting" 
issue?,  of  what  functions  are  GT&E  and  which  fall  into 
t  h  e  c a  t  egor >  of  engineering  de s i gn  an d  dev e 1 opme n  t .  I 
real ize  we  are  bucking  some  heavily  entrenched 
trad;  t  i  on  .  However  ,  all  the  XPQ  arguments  :-g-:inst  the 
OT&E  Ad  Hoc  Committee  proposal  only  resulted  in  a 
position  that  essentially  maintains  the  status  quo  in 
hi  i  ?  ?  Me  test  and  e  v  a  1  u  a  t  i  on  ,  I  su  bm  it  that  if  the 
cur- r  e nt  r  edun d a n c y  a n d  f  r  a gmentat  i  on  of  effort  s  i  n 
riii  sc  i  le  testing  was  the  best  system  we  would  not  have 
rev  i  c  a  i  cjumefi  t  here,  the  Air  Staff,  or  POD  '20:1  »  , 

-  = 1  ■  b s  e  q u *-  r  t  HQ  USAF  staff  visit  to  HO  SAC  on  J  .January  1972 
r  a  led  that  SAC  had  not  formal  1  y  r  esponded  or  c omp  1  i  ed  wi  th  the 
request  of  e-tab!  tshinq  an  Assistant  for  OT&F.  w  i  thin  the 
h  e  a  dq  u  a  r  *■  •.  ■  =  vu  th  r  e  spons  i  b  i  I  i  Hfs  to  review,  pr  or  i  de  gu  i  dance  , 

-pp. ■•■■■'?  i  ,  and  ,  epor  t  on  OTfuF  1  I  >'i  :  3 >  . 

Tw  o  1  v  eels  later,  i  y,  J  n  u  a  r  y  ]  9  72  ,  Lieu  t  e  n  a  n  t  G  ener  a  1 

f  -  bird,  r'Pf.ij  t  ,•  Defense  Dir  ec  t  or  for  Research  arid  Engineer  i  no 

'  L  ’  ,  "  :  r  1  h"1  f  -C  to  1  nqu  irt  i  n  to  the  O  i&F  or  gan  i  z  a  t  i  on  .  He 

•  ?  hr  iefed  oil  'he  r  eoi  gan  i  cat  i  on  study,  and  the  proposal  for  the 

net  i  or*, r  o.-  o a n  i  7  a  t  i  on  .  rte  DO  and  >  F'  came  to  a  compi  omi  se  and 

i  ,  i  .  >  .  *  .  t  i.’i'i  i  '  w,n  a  1  lest  a  r ,  ■  i  Lv  a  i  va  1  i  •_  n  w  a  .  i  ■  mi,  •  d  i , 

!'  ►  •pi  ii  i  -  .  .  ine  new  .  1 1  r  a  ■-  f  or  a  t  £•  t  PU’J  ...  ■  .nib  i  n  ~  d  (  ij,  it-  „n< 1 

t. 


—  )  . 


On  20  February  1971,  Air  Staff  officially  tasked  Air  Force 
Major  Commands  - MAJCQMs )  to  reorgan i 2e  .  SAF  memo  to  SECDEF 
assured  actions  would  be  implemented  by  1  July  1971: 

Dr  .  Lucas,  General  Ryan,  and  I  haue  discussed  at  length 
your  memorandum  on  the  "Conduct  of  Operational  Test  and 
Evaluation."  We  agree  completely  that  i mprovemen ts  in 
our  weapon  system  acquisition  process  and  particularly 
in  testing,  can  and  should  be  implemented.  I  assure 
you  that  Air  Force  actions  to  improve  testing  will  be 
impl erne  ted  by  1  July,  1971,  and  that  our  system 
acquisition  and  testing  nyethods  in  the  immediate  future 
will  meet  your  requirements  and  standards  (15:--~>. 

SAC  response  resulting  from  the  16  February  1971  Test 
Rev i ew  Board  was  the  formulation  of  an  Ad  Hoc  Committee  to 
present  a  coordinated  SAC  position  on  the  recommended  actions. 

The-  -meeting  was  chaired  by  the  Deputy  XP  <DCS/Plans>  to  explore 
the  means  of  complying  with  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff 
directive.  The  committee  determined  that  operational  test  and 
evaluation  within  SAC  was  divided  between  XP  and  DO 
<  OCS/Gper at i ons) ,  that  the  lines  of  r e spons i bl  i t y  for  weapon 
system  test  programs  were  vague  and  overlapping,  and  actual  test 
e  i;  +  or  ts  were  overlapping  and  redundant.  After  considerable 
deliberations  the  committee  recommended  by  majority  opinion  that 
•n  GT&iE  Directorate  be  established  under  DCS/Operations  with 
responsibility  for  all  SAC  OT&E  weapon  systems  and  subsystems. 

The  consensus  was  that  for  effective  management,  all  the  major 
elements  of  OT&E  should  be  pulled  together  under  one  agency.  An 
immediate  controversy,  concerning  intercontinental  ballistic 
missile  (I  CBM)  functions,  developed  between  the  XP  and  DO 
community.  At  that  time  many  of  the  missile  operations  functions 
and  projects  were  duplicated  and  overlapped  in  the  XPQT  and  DOTM 
divisions.  Combining  these  two  divisions,  as  was  suggested  by 
the  comsTiittee,  would  have  eliminated  some  of  the  confusion  on 
testing  responsibilities;  however,  XPQ  did  not  concur  with  the 
: omm ittee  findings  (16:--). 

From  the  onset  of  the  OT&E  argument,  XPQ  essentially  stood 
alone  in  resisting  the  integration  and  consolidation  of  missile 
test  efforts.  As  the  MINUTEMAN  Program  Element  Monitor  (PEM)  for 
SAC,  XPQ  was  reluctant  to  relinquish  its  organization  and 
^sources  to  a  consolidation,  despite  the  OT&E  Committee 
r eccmmendat i ons .  It  was  apparent  that  there  was  no  simple, 
none  or-  tr  overs  i  a  1  solution.  But  the  argument  that  consolidation 
of  the  ICBM  OT&E  would  have  resulted  in  loss  of  “expertise"  and 
program  direction  was  not  valid.  The  plan  was  to  use  the  same 
people  in  the  consolidated  organization,  although  some  "empires" 
would  have  been  reduced  (14:--). 

It  must  be  noted  that  the  problems  surfaced  because  there 
■■in  rh*  difficult  choice  of  whether  to  locate  the  activity  under 
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program  (27:1).  Criticism  continued  to  mount  in  Jul  >',  1970,  when 
a  Weapon  System  Evaluation  Group  (WSEG)  study  of  air-to-air 
missiles,  Project  Dead  Eye,  again  pointed  out  some  serious 
problems  in  OT&E,  "These  deficiencies  are  not  just  peculiar  to 
the  operational  testing  of  air-to-air  missiles,  but  cut  across 
the  spectrum  of  weapon  systems.  The  process  does  not  include 
comprehensive  and  continuing  evaluations  of  the  complete  weapon 
system"  (29:1).  In  Augc  t,  1970,  an  Air  Force  Ad  Hoc  Study  Group 
reported  problems  of  overlap,  duplication,  test  support,  adequacy 
of  procedures  and  funding,  all  deriving  from  an  unclear  OT&F 
policy  (4s--). 

A  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF)  memo,  8  January  1971 , 
r e c omme n de d  the  Air  Force  develop  a  program  which  would  integrate 
essential  OT&E  requirements  and  would  serve  as  the  basis  for  the 
direction  and  control  of  AF  OT&E.  The  memo  also  said  the  program 
should  clarify  and  align  AF  OT&E  regulations  and  designate  the 
Deputy  Director  of  Operations  as  the  Assistant  for  OT&E  to  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and  Operations 

On  11  February  1971,  the  SECDEF  established  a  new  OT&E 
policy  to  the  Service  Secretaries  based  on  the  studies  that  had 
been  ongoi ng: 

Although  each  Service  now  ha*  a  somewhat  different  way 
of  organizing  for  operations  test  and  evaluation,  it  is 
apparent  to  me  that  this  function  can  be  best  performed 
by  an  agency  which  is  separate  and  distinct  from  the 
developing  command  and  which  reports  the  results  of  its 
test  and  evaluation  efforts  directly  to  the  Chief  cf 
the  Service.  Moreover,  within  the  Service 
Headquarter's  staff,  there  needs  to  be  an  office  with  a 
clear  OT&E  identification  to  provide  staff  assistance 
directly  to  the  Service  Chief  and  to  provide  a 
headquarters  focal  point  for  the  independent  OT&E  field 
agency  Accordingly,  each  Service  is  requested  to 
restructure  its  organization  for  OT&E  along  the  lines 
specified  above.  As  a  second  step,  I  am  establishing  a 
Deputy  Director  for  Test  and  Evaluation  with 
acr  oss- the -board  responsibilities  for  OSD  in  test  arid 
evaluation  matters.  This  office  will  review  and 
approve  te>t  and  evaluation  plans  prepared  by  the 
Services  and  will  provide  an  asses erne n  t  of  the  results 
obtained  ( 26 : - - ) . 

On  1-6  February  1971,  a  Test  Concept  Review  Board  was  held  at 
HO  US-AF  with  the  specific  purpose  to  define  the  objectives  for 
Air  Force  test  policy;  to  deter  mine  the  deficiencies  that  e  >  i s  t  e  d 
‘h  the  present  program;  to  determine  the  adequacy  of  the 
{ j  r  e  r*  n  t  5.  ,■  ~  t  «*m  in  a  c  r  omp  I  i  sh  i  ng  Air  Force  t  e  c  t  ob  j  e  c  t  i  ve  e-  ;  to 
explore  a  I  t  e i  native  test  concepts  in  acc  omp I  i sh i no  test  goals;  t  o 
determine  t tie  practicability  and  desirability  of  establishing  an 
A  ■  r  F  or  i.  e  field  agency  for  conducting  0T&E;  and  finally,  to 
provide  recommendations  for  the  improvement  of  Air  force  tilting 
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HISTORICAL  LOOK  AT  SAC  OT&E 


EVOLUTION  OF  QT&E 

To  understand  SAC's  OT&E  organizational  structure  and  how  it 
derived,  it  is  necessary  to  trace  the  evolution  of  OT&E 
policy  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD), 

On; :cd  States  Air  Force  (USAF),  and  SAC. 

Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (OT&E)  of  aircraft  and  air 
weapons  systems  has  been  ongoing  since  the  Wright  Brothers  were 
;wp r  Jed  a  contract  in  1908.  OT&E  evolved  gradually  in  the  Air 
Force.  However,  a  systematic  approach  to  testing  didn't 
rv  a  i- •  :  a  I  i  ze  until  after  WWII  when  the  Air  Proving  Ground  Command 
d  F3C)  was  established  to  conduct  OT&E.  This  organization 
.-iv  icKly  fell  from  power  when  it  was  criticized  for  not  providing 
the  results  to  the  using  commands  in  a  timely  manner.  As  a 
r-sult,  the  business  of  OT&E  became  the  respons i bi 1 i ty  of  the 
using  commands  in  1958.  This  shift  in  the  allocation  of  power 
was  a  decision  the  Air  Force  soon  regretted.  The  loss  of 
cjr-tral  ized  guidance  on  OT&E  matters  produced  chaos  and 
•-•ns  at  i  si  ac  tory  results  for  the  next  twelve  years  <  1  1  «  2—  1  >  . 

A  Blue  Ribbon  Defense  Panel  report  published  in  July,  1970 
a svC' re  1  y  criticized  and  provided  recommendations  regarding  OT&E 
;.i  the  Services.  This  negative  report  brought  to  the  subject  the 
-t tent) on  of  Congress  and  prompted  Secretary  of  Defense  Laird  to 
i-end  a  memo  to  the  Service  Secretaries  on  13  July,  expressing  his 
'.••err  : 


re'.’ tew  of  matters  concerning  operational  test  and 
evaluation  in  DOD  causes  me  concern  about  the 
objectivity,  quality,  thoroughness,  and  relative 
priority  of  OT&E  within  the  individual  Services.  I 
believe  the  Services  should  assume  the  responsibility 
for  addressing  the  situation  and  taking  corrective 
measures  as  necessary  ( 28 i 1 ) . 

In  respons-'  to  the  SECDEF  memo,  HQ  USAF  convened  a  Study 
j  cup  on  OT&E  (Bolender  Committee)  in  late  July,  1970.  The 
'••port  contained  a  series  of  recommendations  which  formed  the 
•jvsih  for  changes  in  the  USAF  test  and  evaluation  program,  and 
influenced  changes  in  the  overall  Department  of  Defense  (DOD-* 


3 


■WM  J1'  «. 


LT  V'.  '1 
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i  ‘  i  .  .  _  t  i  iia  j  l>  i  ..  s  c  1  r.  e  oi  j  m  b  j ;  -  >ei  ii  v.  -  i  l'i  e  a'J  t  n  o  r  o  .  1 n  i  _ 

.  J  Ale  SAT  I  e  -i  t  iilrUtOi  'O,  X  h  i}  88  j  test  piDQIaHi  5  Pi  d 

t  i  >-  ■:  !)  ./■■j  .  , : ;;  jL'.c-i  vsliofii.  'lit  SAC  per  t  I  on  of  b8J  idv-iM 

■j-  a  *i  t  /  <  ,e  ip  on  Di'&'E  wis  :c>riciu  a  t<?d  wi  t  ;i  DO  *  i  r  era;  l  ,  00 
■:  e  :  t  or  .  and  DO  resources  .  The  DO  prow  t  Jed  direct  support 
Fo-'-ce  8  ••«  tews  Command  ( AFSC)  and  the  Sand  i  a  flat  i  on  a1 
;  ....  ,  .  i  e : •■Viol--  e  .  \PM  f.-as  the  .  esp^ns  i  bl  e  agerc v  f  or 

■:  .,  lie  .  >.l  p  o  h  ,  ij-lt  PS  S  net  Involved  I.)  the  de  V  e  I  'jpil  e  1 1  t  3  1 

.'i  i;it  t  r  e.ri :  A  ■  on  or  the  B83  into  the  opera  t  i  ona  1 

‘.  :,ic  r  0!  &  t  tras  relatively  unen cumber  ed  bec  au  se 

.  *  i  ...  conducted  tne  OT&E ,  There  was  no  change  of  cent;  ol 
OLA  to  another  when  a  weapon  test  phase  was  completed. 


i;,c  ins  t  ;-.ce.  the  A  LtV  i  e  c  ou  ;  t  e  m.e  asu  r  e  s  U  iS-.b.  was 
•  J  or  «  Du  test  director.  The  system  is  now  in  FQT&E 
.  ■ : :  i:  -A  in*  8  52  >rop!u  -  ic  flare  i  ;  a  i  so  conducted  L> 
'•••.r.e  i  3? ;  -  .  an  the  other  hand ,  XP  is  currently  plannng 

j’Jtt  QOT&E  of  trie  Avionics  Modernization  Program  (AMP)  on 
"  ■  1  >  i  A  testing  detachment  wi  1  i  be  formed  at  McClel  1  an  AFQ 

it",  i  .ii!'  test  activity.  If  ai)  objectives  are  not  met 
re  i  i,  i  .  pnase  ,  the  objectives  will  be  finished  during  the 
ph  as*  XP  expects  the  DO  to  assume  responsibilities  for 
oi.  t:  '  •  or  :i!.u  1  c  ■  o'  icions  have  Dean  made  to  consider  the 
v.'  ;  i  ...  '.c  "■  ' .;  c  r  ccj;.i  i  r  (3/  :  -  ••)  . 


J 


4 


::  ■  •:  1  «->:  •  :  i  n  .  n  j  1  on  with  the  AMP  flight  test  at 

vc. A  t  1  ;  aquireci  to  be  ground  tested  prior 

;-.oiAC/  LG.M  e.vi  to  the  SAL  test  focal"  point  ( D00A)  to 
•'>  •.  i  o.n  -  s-  0  Tit  site  and  procure  the  resources  to 

Mi-  test.  dOGA  .0  fused  to  participate  because  XPHN  was 
'Li  a  for  ihc  I  OTtt-c  of  the  AMP  program.  In  turn,  XPHN 
ui  .v  ,  .-ji  t h 3  .•  test.  1  o g  of  the  equipment  was  the 
ci:'!  or  the  l.G  c  or;  .in  uo  i  i  >  .  The  si  tuation  was  resolved 
••  r  irwn.-j  Sjuc.cir  00  ,  Cars  we  !  1  APB,  became  the 
o  1  -  r. .  .  an  i  z t  1  on  .  :  he  <4233 th  ,  wit  i  ch  i  s  under  the 

.  v  •  ,  f  !  Vr.  V.i'./ La  1 1  .  es  t  abl  1  shed  a  detachment  at 

in  gii  MI  L  it  perform  the  'ground  tests  (37;--). 

I  •  .  ••  ■  -  eJ-e  V  Ch  .  m.  the  i  ,  i  OTtst  of  the  Open  Loop 

•nee-  mg  \  whvi  is  ,.ondt..  fed  by  HuSAC  (4200  TES/XPH)  ; 

1 /' V  ..  ;  1  •  ste<i  as  the  oft  1  c.  i  a  I  HQ  SAC  test  men  i  tor  . 

'•VVi  -TV.  'T:  re,.;.  -  jij  1  LI-  I  3  are  responsible  for  the 

i  1 1  i 8.: E  of  the  PM  1.1  \  -'O  b  and  FMU139/B  conventional 
1  p oi.  fuze  :  •.  ?"■  •  •-  •  . 


1  1  ».'!'•  ei  >:■ 1  1  .  .‘n  .  <  P  1  ai. :  af  involved  tin  ougnou  t  the 

pet  A.  r  uii.  M.e  l  AF  test,  c  ole.  it  appears  that  0T&E  is 

r  ■'  C.  i.e'.  1  ....  C,  •  :  1  1  .  jt- 1  i  ....  f  ' .  i  1  '  ".  '0.1-5.'  I  I  l'i  S  .  SA  (.  OT  ScE  IS 

■'  '-“u  ...  ; .  ■ .  n  ■  -  r  ,n  •:  or  <gan  1  za  t  i  or.  s  •>•  <  th  no  apparent  logic  as  to 

.it  i.t  ■  performs  .•■hot  t>  pe  of  1  i  no.  i  here  is  no  focal 

'..  j  !  1  i  the  m  .tir.o  3 1.  ,•  •  1  t  ,  A  though  L>U0A  is  1  isted  a  s 

ft  :  b  I  I  v  l  t  d  :1  S  t  h  e  L'Af  l-ULd  I  p  O  I  fi  t  for 
r, 1  1  l.'L'M  1  s  1  »:*•  .it  rotnl  p.  writ  r  .  1  i  CBM 

:  ■  '  f'!  It.  I  epr  •"  ;  :.f  ■  ;  r  <  II1'.  ■  -»r.d  f’.-iH  I  6;.'  f;  '  .  i"  t  S  SAC 
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Cl,  a  p  1 0  r  i  i  v  e 


SUMMARY 

RELUCTANCE  TO  ORGANIZE 

rh;  push  to  :  iorq-intze  OT&E  i  n  the  Air  Force  came  about 
because  r  I  •  c  e  ■/■  i  sting  process  was  deemed  inefficient  in  providing 
c  c> r  '  e  t  y  >■  r  t  t  v air d  re  1  i  ab  1  e  weapon  systems  .  A  s  i  gn  i  f  i  c  an  t 
p-  obi  e.v  seemed  to  exist.  Management  of  complex  OT&E  programs  was 
f  r  sgn>*r  red  among  the  operational  commands  which  resulted  in  no 
one  having  the  authority  to  speak  on  and  develop  overall  OT&E 
pc' ic-  i or  the  Air  Force.  In  an  attempt  to  favorably  resolve  the 
is-ue,  MAJCOMs  were  tasked  to  reorganize. 

SAC  in -house  investigations  revealed  a  testing  prograrti  that 
was  i n adequate  to  meet  the  expanding  requirements  of  OT&E .  A 
cen  tr  a!  j  zed  concept  was  proposed  but  a  controversy  developed  over 
the  control  of  the  new  agency.  DOC  was  establ i shed  as  the  SAC 
OT&E  focal  point  i n  Apr i 1  1 972.  This  agency,  however,  was 
pow;"--  i  ess .  It  had  a  voice  only  in  matters  that  pertained  to  DO 

07 WE  , 

m  power  struggle  between  the  XP ,  DO,  and  BM  was  the  primary 
rt.-oon  SAC  did  not  centrally  organize.  The  consensus  was  that  a 
centra!  argan  i  zat.  i  on  would  be  best;  however,  both  organizations 
1 ook  e  d  at  the  ordeal  as  a  zero-sum  game  and,  as  a  result,  the 
’  og :  c  ;•  i  course  of  action  to  centrally  organize  never 
w '  :  e r  i  -•  1  i  ze d 

Early  in  19/5.  shortly  after  the  establ ishment  of  AFOTEC , 
t  h  e  ;  -/CCS  and  lh!  cook  actions  to  undermine  the  four  previous 
■  or  of  attempts  at  reorganization.  The  CS  advised  the  DO  that 
there  were  to  be  no  further  attempts  at  reorganization.  As  a 
roc.i!  t  ,  mo  DO  decided  to  disband  DOC  as  a  directorate. 
i-'PP  '  '  en  i.  i  y  ,  the  emergence  of  AFuTEC  had  1  i  f  ted  some  of  the 
o  r  y  :  - 1..  r  e  t  o  r  e  or  gan  i  z  e  internally. 

i  n  fla,  1 976 ,  D00C  was  officially  l  j  sted  as  the  SAC  focal 
P  cor.'  for  0T&.E  with  no  defined  responsibilities  and  authority. 

In  essence,  SAC  OT&E  organization  in  1976  was  no  different  than 
i  , n  1970.  There  has  been  no  appreciable  change  in  OT&E 
i  rC  ;  on  be  tween  1  9/6  and  1  985  . 


1  v 
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Chapter  Six 


F I ND I NGS/CONCLUS I  WS 

As  presently  structured,  the  conduct  of  OT&E  ?.t  Strategic 
Air  Command  remains  the  fragmented  organization  first  identified 
in  1970,  The  numerous  organizations  participating  i  r»  3T&E,  and 
the  lack  of  a  decision-making  agency  to  oversee  the  entire 
program  makes  the  process  inefficient.  The  system  is  not 
conducive  to  the  impartiality  required  for  objective  weapon 
system  assessment  and  reporting.  The  existing  process  is 
uncoordinated  in  objective,  responsibility,  planning,  testing, 
and  reporting. 

From  1976  to  the  present,  SAC  has  had  no  Air  Staff  pressure  to 
reorganize,  although  the  DO  has  made  futile  attempts  to 
incorporate  the  *200  TES  under  his  control.  This  lack  of 
concentrated  effort  does  not  imply  that  all  the  problems  have 
been  magically  solved.  On  the  contrary,  in  light  of  the  emphasis 
that  system  acquisition  and  testing  is  receiving  in  Congress,  and 
the  publicity  over  fraud  and  integrity  that  seem  to  exist  in  the 
acquisition  and  testing  of  mu  1 t i -m i 1 1  i on  dollar  weapons  of  today, 
reorganization  at  SAC  must  once  again  be  brought  into  the  open 
for  serious  discussions  and  implementation.  The  objectives  of  an 
efficient  and  effective  OT&E  program  in  Strategic  Air-  Command 
were  sacrificed  at  the  expense  of  retaining  power ,  control,  and 
organizational  integrity. 

As  shown  by  SACR  55-57,  SAC  conduct  of  OTicE  is  more 
fragmented  today  than  it  was  in  1970.  The  division  of  QT&E 
responsibilities  between  the  XP  and  DO  seems  to  be  based  not  on 
functional  lines,  but  based  on  arbi trary  decisions.  This  is 
clearly  shown  by  the  fact  that  XP  and  DO  are  involved  throughout 
the  entire  T&E  process.  The  XP  argument  that  IOT&E  is  closer  to 
the  functional  responsibilities  of  DCS/Plans  is  valid,  but  if 
that  is  true,  why  then  is  not  all  I0T&E  under  the  purview  of  the 
XP?  The  DO  argument  that  0Ti<E  best  fits  the  functional  lines  of 
DCS/Qp e r a t i ons  is  also  valid.  Why  then  is  it  also  involved  in 
DT&E  of  nuclear  gravity  weapons  and  ECM  equipment,  which  seems  to 
be  closer  aligned  with  the  functional  lines  of  XP? 

SAC  is  technically  complying  with  appropriate  QT&E 
directives,  but  not  with  the  intent.  For  instance,  although 
is  ed  as  the  SAC  focal  point  cor  OT&E,  DOOA  has  little  influence 
in  O'HfeE  planning  and  reporting  of  matters  performed  by  DOM,  XPQ, 
XPM,  or  LGM .  All  of  the  organizations  performing  0T&E  as  listed 
in  SACR  55-57  do  not  report  their  QTftE  findings  to  DOOA,  or  ask 
for  recommendations.  Not  until  1983  was  XP  even  required  to 
coordinate  aircraft  related  4200  TES  programs  with  DOOA,.  Simply 


put,  the  Aircraft  and  Weapons  Division  does  not  function  as  AFR 
SO-  1  /i  i  n  tends  . 

Aside  from  not  optimally  organizing  and  performing  QT&E,  SAC 
i  not  i iving  up  to  the  standard  specified  in  SACR  23-6.  This 
document  is  the  focus  for  SAC  organization  policy  and  guidance, 
and  the  present  QT&t  structure  at  SAC  is  not  tailored  "to  ensure 
in:  '.rum  pi  oduc  t  i  v  i  t  y  ana  the  best  possible  use  of  resources" 

(  2  •  ■,  I  >  , 

When  the  SECDEF  established  a  new  OT&E  policy  in  1971,  he 
two  objectives.  First  was  the  establishment  of  a  single  AF 
C>  age  ncy  that  was  separate  from  the  services  that  could 
;  ••.vac  t  independent  testing  and  reporting.  His  second  aim  was  to 
hav.  tho  services  centrally  organize  their  OT&E  functions  to 
be  i-  assist  this  new  test  agency.  AFOTEC  was  established  and 
fulfilled  the  requirement  of  the  first  objective;  however,  to 

this  date  SAC  has  refused  to  centrally  organize.  Past  efforts  to 

do  so  were  val id.  The  plans  were  dismissed  because  of 
parochialism  and  narrow  point  of  view  that  resulted  from  a  power 
struggle  within  the  command.  The  major  player*  agreed  the  change 
was  justified,  warranted,  and  beneficial.  The  problem  identified 
in  i 970  still  exists  today,  and  the  SAC  dilemma  remains.  If  a 
:c;isoi  i  dat  i  on  is  implemented,  under  who's  authority  do  you  put 
it?  i'h  i  s  question  must  be  put  to  rest  before  a  significant 

charge  in  how  SAC  conducts  OT&E  can  be  realized.  There  are 

-  .  i  considerations  that  must  be  addressed  before  the  issue  of 
reorganization  can  surface  again. 

Arguments  over  who  is  responsible  for  what  kind  of  0T&E  can 
go  or  indefinitely  because  the  guidance  provided  is  unclear  and 

:■  t  to  i  n  terpr*  tat  i  on  .  What  must  be  put  in  the  forefront  is 
l  hr.-.  the  purpose  of  OT&E  is  to  estimate  the  military  utility  of  a 
system,  subsystem,  or  item  of  equipment.  Is  the  present  way  of 
-'G  i  r.  q  business  the  best  way?  This  study  has  shown  that  it's  not. 
The  irony  is  that  very  few  will  argue  that  it  is.  Parochial 
views  must  be  put  aside  for  any  meaningful  chance  of 
re  organ i z  a  c i on  to  occur.  The  opportunity  is  here  to  voluntarily 
change  for  the  bette—  because  it  will  only  be  a  matter  of  time 
before  SAC  will  once  again  be  brought  to  task  for  their  present 
inadequate  OT&E  system. 
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Chap  ter  Seven 


RECOMMENDAT I  OHS 

In  looking  at  possible  ways  of  improving  SAf's  OT&E 
structure,  i  t  must  be  emphasized  that  SAC's  progr  am  is 
inefficient.  OT&E  management  requirements  are  increasing 
dramatically  as  evidenced  by  the  numerous  organizations  now 
involved  in  IT&F.  Action  to  consolidate  certain  or&E  functions 
was  required  in  1970  and  it  is  required  now.  One  of  the 
recommendations  made  by  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  in  1971  was  to 
maintain  the  status-quo.  It  was  adopted.  Unfortunately,  the 
choice  of  doing  nothing  then  has  made  the  adoption  of  a  coherent 
OT&E  policy  more  difficult  today.  Nevertheless  a  change  must  be 
pursued  because  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  a  more  objective 
and  thorough  OT&E  program.  OT&E  is  only  one  part  of  a  dynamic 
system  acquisition  process.  It  requires  constant  review  and  the 
attention  of  OT&E  managers  at  all  levels  to  ensure  that  it  is 
optimally  performed.  The  following  suggestions  are  possible 
alternatives  to  SAC's  wav  of  doing  GT&E. 

As  a  first  step,  the  Aircraft  and  Weapons  Test  Division 
(DOGA)  should  be  reinstated  as  a  directorate.  This  change  will 
give  more  credibility  and  prestige  to  an  organization  that  is 
supposed  to  be  the  SAC  focal  point  for  OT&E.  "ibis  act  son  wi  1  1 
provide  more  autonomy,  independence,  and  efficiency  in  conducting 
and  report iro  test  results.  DOOA' s  respons i bi 1  I  ties  have  grown 

•  mm*  asur  ab '  .•  ?  ■  *v~  *  it.  d*  sb.aodrH  r>  h  •  ■  jc:  ’  in  5.  ??S .  It 

me.  in  tains  direct  control  of  SAC  Project  Office  at  Eqlin  AFB  and 
the  Electronic  Countermeasures  Laboratory  at  Offutt  AFB;  it  is 
responsible  for  the  420)  ~2S~rS  at  Barksdale,  and  the  8—  IB 
Detachment  Squadron  at  '  '35  AFB .  Additionally,  the  4201  TESTS 
has  grown  significantly  with  the  incorporation  of  the  2BMW 

■ii,'- .  i  '  pr  : '  a  •  r .  t  e  n  a  i . r  *>  S"'!  a  dr  or  AIMS)  lust*  .  •  ir<  c- 1  ?  r. )  i  o.i  Team,  as  well 

*  c  avio  i  .'oriai  manpowei  to  accommodate  an  i  acre  as  i  ng  testing 

P  ocr  -m  ,  Mr;.--  «.<-,v»r  ,  tbs  furcbons  of  the  d;  vision  are  unique 

?no.’qti  <  be  separate  from  the  directorate  it  is  presently  under. 
DOG  i  *  main1  r  esp  orr-  i  bl  e  for  i  rnp  1  erren  t  i  n  q  con  t  i  nemne  >  war  plans, 
wr  1  ting  AC  »  ac  t  i  r  a  i  doc  trine,  pi  ann  i  no  for  ADL’OJ  dep  I  oymen  t , 
managing  SAC  pai  t  i  c  •  p  a  t  t  on  in  exercises,  opei  at  i  no  Nvr  Reel  Flag 
t.  i  a  i  son  Office,  and  providing  representation  to  the  Support 
Battle  Staff.  The  establishment  of  an  QT&E  directorate  in  1972 
was  fully  justified  and  needs  to  be  reinstated.  In  conjunction, 
the  ;ontrc!  r> f  4700  if;3  should  be  transferred  to  this 
directorate.  As  was  shown,  the  majority  of  the  leers  conducted 
by  the  4?00th  are  essentially  on  the  same  weapon 

sys.  t  ems/subs  / -■  t  r-ms  in  which  the  TO  participates,  *'!••/  difference 
be i no  that  the  4200  TFS  conducts  IOT&E  and  the  DO  renduc ts  FOT&E. 


fro  irinatrr  from  i(if&E  to  FQT&E  can  be  simplified  and  result  in 
less  overlap,  and  may  remove  the  total  gaps  that  now  exist  in 
accomplishing  the  T&E  mission. 

Another  alternative  is  for  the  DC S/Opera t i ons  to 
consolidate  all  its  testing  activities  of  major  systems  under  the 
proposed  new  directorate.  This  would  include  the  I  CBM  activities 
.n  performed  by  DGMU .  In  essence,  this  structure  would  be 
similar  to  the  one  disbanded  in  1975. 

A  third  option  includes  incorporating  XP  I  CBM  testing  with 
CC  'CBM  testing  and  placing  the  new  OT&E  functions  under  the 
pr— 'posed  new  directorate.  To  resolve  the  dilemma  of  which  DCS 
wocld  control  this  new  agency,  this  plan  would  place  the  proposed 
nr.  t .  sting  directorate  under  the  control  of  Science  and  Research 
•, i  T  .,  which  presently  provides  technical  and  analytic  assistance 
in  the  design  and  analysis  of  OT&E.  This  small  consolidation 
would  provide  a  more  independent  SAC  FOT&E  focal  point  that  can 
provide  guidance  and  direction  to  the  rest  of  the  SAC 
or  g ;. .  i  z  a  t  i  ons  performing  OT&E.  Given  the  power  and  authority  to 
-.wets  staff  lines,  this  new  agency  can  fulfill  the  intent  of  the 
current  OT&E  regulations. 

four  A',  option  is  to  place  the  new  directorate  under  the 
nr vh or i  cy  of  the  SAC  Chief  of  Staff.  XP,  DO,  LG,  and  all  major 
o  :  ~  ■  r.  i  p  an  t  in  weapon  system  testing  functions  conducted  within 
the  ;  cdqu a  ter s  would  be  included  in  this  new  agency,  thus 
r i  ; :  . uating  the  continuing  XP/DO  arguments  over  territorial 
p;  we  of  OT&E.  This  action  would  identify  a  single  executive 
r*  o  for  OT&E  and  would  satisfy  OT&E  directives,  manuals,  and 
r  ■■■  cm.  I  a  t  i  on  s  .  Such  a  realignment  will  consolidate  functions, 
■educe  overlap  of  responsibilities,  and  may  reduce  manpower 
r  •:  Cj ; 1  ;  I  ?n,ents  within  SAC.  It  should  decrease  administrative 
workload  and  increase  communications  efficiency.  However, 
implementation  would  require  extensive  study  and  time.  Although 
:r,e  deal  solution,  enactment  would  be  difficult  unless  both  the 
P  and  DO  would  be  in  favor  of  it.  OT&E  can  be  accomplished  more 
•i f r  -  r f  :  v e  I  >  by  an  independent  agency  reporting  directly  to  the 
.-■AC  Chief  of  Star,  ,  but  there  are  considerable,  strong  forces 
■w  'chin  the  command  uhich  resist  such  an  OT&E  organization  no 
matter  how  valid  the  need.  Unless  these  forces  are  identified 
sn.j  arc  brought  to  favorable  terms,  any  attempt  at  complete 
cor gan -  cat i on  will  be  futile.  Efficient  resource  allocation 
continues  to  be  a  growing  problem  within  the  Air  Force.  Any 
reorganization  should  strive  to  maximize  these  resources. 

I  vat  and  Evaluation  is  a  process  that  may  be  performed 
throughout  the  life  cycle  of  a  weapon  system  and  should  not  be 
constrained  by  the  boundaries  of  an  inefficient  system.  The 
weapons  we  have  are  only  as  good  as  the  process  we  use  to 
■i  v  aluate  them. 
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